DOCUHEHT BESOHE 



ED 124 103 



IB 003 417 



AUTHOR 
TITLE 

INSTITUTION 

POB DATE 
NOTE 

EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 

\ • 

IDENTIFIERS 
ABSTRACT* > 



Bogatz/ Getry Ai.n; Ball, Samuel 

The 'impact of Sesame Street Oft Chil&ren»s First 

School Experiences. 

Children's Television Workshop, New York, N.Y.; 
Educa^tidnaX Testing Service, Princeton , N.J. 

Jul 72 ' / ' ' . 

16p. 

' MF-$0.83 HC~$1.67 Plus Postage. 
Achievement; *Educational Television; *Followup 
Studies; Lop Income Groups;. Primary Education; Public 
Television; *School Readiness Tes'ts; Television 
Viewing; ^Viewing Time t 0 . 

California (Los Angeles) ; *Sesa*me Street 



' \ As a followup to a previous evaluation, a study to 
determine 1 ,the x effect of Sesame Street viewing on school readiness was 
conducted- using a group^.of J 99 -three-, four-, and f ive-year-olds from 
a low income neighborhood in y Los Angeles. Subjects were randomly 
assigned to groups which Were either encouraged to watch the program 
pr to maintain their normal viewing habits. Pre- and posttests Qf the 
^subjects showed that after^one year the subjects encouraged to watch; 
x Sesame Street showed slightly accelerated achievement, but not at, a 
significant level. A parent questionnaire a^d interview which 
-accompanied the viewing test revealed that t.v e difference in viewing 
time between, the two groups was less than in previous years. Teacher 
evaluation of the students showed, that , the Sesame Street viewers 
performed well on school readiness^factors. (EMH) - 



* Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished * 

* materials not available from - ' other sources,. ERIC, makes every effort * 

* to'obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, -items of marginal * 
*. -reproducibility are ,of ten encountered and this affects the quality * 

* of the 'microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available * 

* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service- (EDBS) . EDRS is not * 
♦responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions * 

* supplied by EDRrS ate the best that can 'be Made from the original. * 



? 

THE IMPACT' OF SESAME STREET 
ON > * 

CHILDREN 1 S . FIRST SCHOOL EXPERIENCES 

' **. 

•A 

* by 

'•^ Gerry Ann Bogatz 
and 

Samuel Ball v 



repoVt to the Children 1 s Television Workshop 



0 S DEPARTMENT pF HEALTH, , 
EDUCATION* WELFARE 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF MM 
a EDUCATION, Vj 

« S IT >OINTS OP VIE* 0« "PINIONS 
STA'-ED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRt 
SENT 0% I ICIAL NATIONAL 1NSTITUTB OF , 
EDUCATION POSITION OR -POLICY 



Educational Testing Service 
Princeton, New Jersey 
July, 1972 



Acknowl ed gm'en t s 



:irvg Service* 



the Southern California Regional Office of Educational Test:! 
. * Richard H^rsh , Regional Representative, agreed to take on the *f ield 



work. for" this research ^tf^pite hd^s full schedule and our request coming* . <• 
at a late date. * : ' 

s ■ ' ' •• • .-i ' ' , ; ". . ; ' 

t - Dan Gomez gathered data, made what seemed like, endless phone calls, 

• • ■' * * 

ar*d"met with the field staff to coordinate their activities. 

Ivor Thomas , along withj Richard Harsh, contacted school districts 

and thereby obtained the cooperation whereby the data could be collected. 

' Elaine Clinton , Celia de Lavallade , and Virginia Vandagriff made 

numerous, phone calls, checked materials, reviewed data., and even painted 

little^' cars ' so °that the testing could be conducted in consistent fashion. 

/Field staff collaborators were: Ms. Pearl Clay 

, * Ms. Shirley Stevenson 

Mr. Fred J. St. *Cyr * ^ 

Mr; W. Nelson Talbert ./ t 

! " , Kef 

Their work was well carried out and, J.ike,the Canadian Mounted Police, they 
always got their subject?. j 

^We especially thank the j administrators and staff of the Los Angeles * 

and Compton- school systems who'* gave us such excellent cooperation that 

i 

we started to^doubt the universality of the- existence of red tape in large- 

,r ••; C ! v ■ 

u * • * ■ ■ ■ . 

school systems. 

* • 

As for the work of processing and analysing the data at the Princeton 

Off ice, e our thanks go to Rob Patrick. 

. " ' Gerry Ann Bogatz 

. - ' Principal Investigator 

- • : . * * Samuel Ball * . 

v Project Director t 



< 



This research .could not have been accomplished without work of 



L. Introduction, • * t ; 

• • 1n> the 'summer., of 1968, Children' ^Television' Workshqp (CTW) began 
planning the show that .was to be an» innovation in educational 
television — Sesame Street . In November, 1969, and fpr the next 'six 

months, the first, series of the show yras^telecast . Educational Testing 

* . , • • ' . . " V ' » ' o - 

, Service (ETS) undertook the task of . evaluating that first series. * 

- ^ .. • * 

• ■ ** ■ * & 

The, report on the evaluation <Qf the first, year of Sesame street 

* ■ * t 

stated that the show had achieved many of its goals • It 'also stated 

that, "basically the- large /gains occurred in £hose areas that were 

* directly. taught." 1 Wat was of unanswered concerti -then was wtia£ the 

effects of Sesame Street - would be *on viewers when they subsequently 

had their first school experiences. That* is, would there be a type 

* •■■*•* 
of transfer effect from the show such that viewers, having gained 

from this-' viewing experience , w&uld have enhanced performances" in their 

first year in school. "The second year evaluation effort attempted to 

, answer this* question. Children who were at home in the first year of 

- Sesame Street were followed Into School (nursery school, Head Start, 

^ C kindergarten, or first 'grade) in the second year. , The following 

description of this follow-up is taken .f rom our second vp.nr renort: 



v • * . . • • . 

\ * 
"'"■Ball* S.. and Bogaitz, G. A, The First Year of Sesame Street : An Evaluation: 



Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey, ' October 1970, pjj66 . 



.A 



2 Bogatz, G. A„ $hd Ball, Sr The Second Year of Sesame Street;' A Continuing 
Evaluation . Volume -1, Educational Testing Service-, Princeton, New Jersey, 
November i.971, ppl75-^76. * . . 



."The .procedure used was to have teachers rank all the' children * 
in their class; on a^ number of criteria. The rankings of " the few/ 
children who 'were subjects of this study were then abstracters ^ The* 
teachers did not know which children were subjects* Thfe ranking 
procedure wag used in the autumn of 1970 when the children had been^ 
in school afefcuit a month and again in the spring of 1971 when £he , .' 
children had teen in school about eight .months . The autumn ranking 
of 112 childjren indicated that children who viewed Sesame> Strefet most - * 
during its first ye$ir (including the summer reruns) were most highly 
regarded by their teachers (on seVen criteria. On two of tthe criteria, 
attitude* to 'school *' and pee£ relationships, .differences among the * 
•rankings of ; children who had vatcheft' Se same Street ii^ varying amounts 
were significant,, Tha.one where differences by amount of Viewing were 
least apparent was physical coordination,; an area hardly susceptible 
to the influence qf television, "\ 

Note that while the general relationship *is g clear that the more 
children viewed,, thk higher th^y were ranked, no causklity can be ^ 
..inferred. That is, the frequent viewers also were somewtet younger 
and had 'somewhat higher attainments at the 'outset of the sSudy (in * \ 
the pretest of the first year). Therefore, while frequent viewers ' 
were more/ highly ranged, the higher rankings could have been a function 
of factors other than the frequent viewing./ However ,. even . if a positive 
causal influence, cannot b§ drawn, it is reasonable from these data -to 
deny a etiticiem of the show that viewing Sesame Street would have 'the.* 
effect of "turning off" children when they arrived in school. .The 
a.rgumentf was at least in part based on the idea that s&hool would be 
dull in/ comparison with the sensory impact of Sesame Street . The 
results of the fall teacher rankings do not be*ar out this criticisiK 
Rather it would seem that if children arrive at school with an Adequate 
background of basic information, an$ skills, they will find school more 

^interesting and be judged more highly by teachers. 

* * x. * 

. . " } 

The" satnd,. procedure was carried oiit in the spring of 1971. The 
results of these spring rankings were -not^' significant, perhaps in part 
because the number -qf children tanked had fallen to 88. As well, 
however, infrequent viewers in the. first year sometimes- became frequent 
viewers in the aecond year .of /the show. Thus almost all children im 
the study had viewed the show at one time or another by the spring pf 
1971. In^ these Circumstances, differences in rankings that might h^e 
been caused by Sesame- Street could dot be ascertained. The que§tioi|i 
of the- effect of Sesame Street cm children's adjustment to school ±^ 
important. While the stated goals' of the show do no£ extend' to. * 
such ambitious realms, there remains the hope- that sinceL Sesame Street 
had significant impact* on a v sizable proportion of its goals, these 
effects would carry over Into, at least the early months of schooling. 
.The results so far obtained -suggest that f this hope might be a reality 
though definitive research has not yet been carried out." 

& ■ < . * \ 



■ '. , • . * • v \ ... 

\ 1 The report that followc describes a secondN^ollow-up'' study. , This 

- x . . V • « 

study 4 was carried out in Los Angeles during the third year of Sesame ,„ 

Street. Again the goal was^tb" assess the imp'act of earlier viewing 

at home on performance in the first year of . school. The study vas 

"somewhat more extensive 'than the first follow-uj? study and it. overcame 

* a' major problem that'hindered a clear interpretation of that first 

follow-up study. o > 

2 . Subjects : 

■* * 

Potential subjects for. this study were children who were part of 

...... . 

the Los Angeles sample of the second year ETS evaluation.. They had the 
following characteristics: 
^ * None had viewed Sesame Street in its first year of telecasting*. 



V 



V./ 



9 

ERIC 



All were at home (no formal- schooling or day care) duringfthe 
second year "of Sesame Street . r / - . 

All lived in low income neighborhoods in the Los Angeles area 
(for example^ East Los Angeles, „Comp ton) . 

They were randomly assigned to encouraged ' (viewing) or not encouraged 
(control) conditions at the beginning of the second year of Sesame 
Street at which point they were 3-, 4-, or 5-years-old, 

They were pretested before fche second year telecast of Sesame Street 
and post tested at the end of > the second year. * . 

They had gone onto somej form of schooling during the third ye^r of 
Sesame , Street (1971-1972). This included preschool, kindergarten, and 
first grade classrooms. • . J 

Not all of thd children who .had fhese characteristics were included 
in tt^is present study. Some children's families changed addresses and 
could not be' found. A fe\£ children went to private or -parochial 



schools which were unable 't6« provide 'coopetatlon in the limited time 
-at* our disposal. • The results of thie .study /are bas&d on *the Af ollow-up 

. - * • . * , v? • k / * - 

of 99 Los Angele^Vhildren for whom 'complete pretest and posttest data 

- * *»».*. 

were available in Year II of Sesame Street , who had gone on to school 
in Year III, and'for whom all requested- data" were obtained concerning 
this first y£ar in school, ^ - 
-Measures * , *° 

». • 

The measures reported 81 in this study consist first of the Sesame 

* * - * 

Street battery developed by ETS to assess the goals of .the show. This ^ . 

battery "had been administered to all the subjects of this study at pretest 

<> * 

.(d^ober 1970) and rat- posttest (May 1971). *k parent' questionnaire was 

als'o admin^s^^r^id at those times to obtain background information oh 
v, '? , " * 

* * ' * ' rr i 

the 'children. .A measure was also used to assess thQ amount of Viewing 

••»<» • » 

of the subjects in e the second year of Sesame Street* (having established 
that npne had viewed during the first year)./. ItWas rioted that in the . 
second year all but a few of the encouraged viewed the show but less 
than one-thircl of the .not~encourafkd were viewers. ' , 

*■».«. 

In order to assess the impact of viewing the show at home on the A 
chjUEpren T s performance ifi school, two additional measures were^sed 
and administered after fitfe mojiths of school* experience. One was 
the Cooperative Preschool Inventory (Caldwell).'' The Inventory was 
ChoserV because it is"a brief assessment and screening procedure* 
designed for individhal use with children in the age range of 3- to 
6- yeats. -'It was .developed to -give a measure of achievement* inV areas 
regarded as necessary for success in school. Another goal was to 



'"develop an. instrument that was sensitive to experience and could thus 
b,e used to 'Remonstrate changes associated with educational intervention J 1 
'in addition^ 'the Inventory contained many items directly related to . / 
'\ ' the goals qf -. Sesame Street (body parts, geometric shapes) and others^ that 

* * * V ' 

^ere not (colbriy* 'copying) 1 9 . 

- . ** The other measure was the rankings scale. A follow-up technique 

-*f; . . , - - / * 

was needed that wotfid obtain teacher rankings of the study children 

*« . * 

^ with6ut singling -those children out from their peers for special * 

attention. With this in mind, and with the knowledge -that teachers could ' 
• ' V V ' 

not be asked to assess certain children and not others without somehow 

altering their Subsequent* treatment of bofeh groups, a simple expedient 

was devised. Teachers of classes iij which. any of the Sesame Street 

follow-up subjects were enrolled were asked to rank all of the children * 

3 & % 

in their classes. The 'task involved their rank-ordering all of their - 

students according to each of^the following dimensions: general 

> $ V* C ' ■ \ 1 * 5 . 

readiness for school/ verbal Readiness,, Quantitative readiness, general 

intelligence, attitude -.toward* .school,* Relationships with peers, ^ 

. tr * ' N , 

\ % physical coordination, and cooperation* . 



5. 



3 



v In addition to these twd ^measures, parents of all 99 children 

fch' * **, '•' • ' 
were Interviewed and asked; about 'their children's viewing of Sesame 

Street in order to provide^eyi'dence on 'the children's new or continued 

viewing of Sesame St reet, admeasure essential to a proper interpretation 

of the results. Analyses of l&es^e questions indicated that the 

encouraged children had continued to viey the % third Reason at a higher 

. * - ' * ■ V 

frequency than the notr-encouraged, but that the* differences in amount 

of viewing between the tyo groups was not as great as it had been in 

■ , & y • • . 

the firjsf year of the study .f t . • 

L ; 

Preschool Inventory Revised Edifcid n-197&, Handbook, Cooperative Tests and ' • 
Services, Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey, 1970, p4. i 

, / 8 



4, Results '.**,'' V 

Table 1 provides the results for the 47 -encouraged to view' and 
the 52 not-encouraged children on the ETS Sesame-" Street battery 
used during the/year preceding their entry info, school, "It may be 
se'en that, for these two groups of. children, the pretest scored of , 
the not-encouraged were somewhat higher than those* of • the encouraged,, 
that. the encouraged gained more, and that at posttest tHe\ 

encouraged had surpasse4 the not-encouraged. \* \ 

* • .* * * *. 

Table 2 presents certain scores "from the parent questionnaire 
on theae.same children. It may be seen that .the* not-encouraged 
i * children came^from slightly less disadvantaged backgrounds* their 
parents being less economically disadvantaged. and having the 

average about 8 months* more formal .schooling. A * * r . 

' " J - " ' ■ 

The results 4 oi> the twq groups on the Co6perative Preschool . 

* V " H • * - * 4 ' . ': 

Inventory* administered in the spring of 1972 are: >^ • 

* , ^ Encouraged ..c Not~eacourage<I * 

> ? ' v s ' . „(N-47) (N-52) 

■* . «' . 

' ./a n Mean , 52°. I \ • • " 54.0 



Standard Deviation^ 7.5 • '\ 7.1 



Thus, sb't fitfst glance, it can be seen that after f ive fl^Qjth£J.n School 

the two groups ,of children seem quite similar on this^mfeasure. ^ Notes' 

too that the mean scores (52.1 arid 54.0) represent: percentiles on 

• national norms of 76 and 82 respectively". 1 These! norms t are" based on 

i 1531 Head Start children. They indicate a" high-performance j than • 

• * » • s y ' ■ » •« >/ ..■ 

might have been expected from their performance on* tests administered 
' • . < <j * 

. before Sesame Street* viewing. These score* .also seem to reflect well 

•V "^on the encouraged ch^Adr en. They had begun, at -pretest, at a ^ \ 
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disadvantage to their controls and on the evidence of the parent 

- ' . i >' * . * 

questionnaires^ they came from poorer homes. Therefore, since they 

had been randomly allocated to encouraged vs. not-encouraged in the 

first place/ a multivariate analysis of, covar^ance was performed as 

summarized 'in Table 3* Pretest total score on the Sesame Street* . 

battery and SES* (sodioecoaomi'C status) index 5 were covaried. Table 

;J3 shows that^only age cajne out as a significant factor, older ^ . 

children performing better on the Cooperative Preschool Inventory. 

-The viewing, (encotiragement) factor was not significant* 

'Table 4 f>res£nts the' mean teacher rankings, converted to centiles 

t , " 

for the encouraged a^nd not-encouraged children. - The not-encouraged 
children received slightly higher rankings than their encouraged 
counterparts; but subsequent analysis indicated no significant 
differences. • 

'Table 5 provides results concerning subject viewing of Sesame - * 

Street:. It may be noted that encouraged children increased their 
■-» * J * / « 

• «*■ 

viewing of : Sesame Stree t during the summer telecasts fn .comparison ,to 

the position a year earlier. Thus, although at the time 

of the follow-up testing the encouraged children had iyiewed more 

shows** viewed them more tlmfes per week, and viewed a larger, proportion' 

. of each show, the not-encour;aged children were also viewing to a ^ 

i • * o ■* 

relatively high degree. * • * 

* Discussion « . • ' * 

There are many factors -operating to affect a child's performance* 
in school or the teacher la° view of that child. " 'it, had been noted that 
9 t he viewing of Sesame Street had a positive effect on the performance 



of children before school. The' question was whether . this would be 
reflected in improved performance . later in school. The following 
diagram indicates the process being investigated (the hypothesised 

t 

chain). . L , ' • .. */ 



1. Child y c iews 2, Child does 
Sesame. better on 

• Street. * -r~> tasks 

assessing 
Sesame 
^ Street 
goals. 



3. Child enters 
schotfl* and 
continues to - 
view Sesarafe J 
Street.' 



4, Child does better 

oh schooj tasks. 
— ^ than non-viewing 

children and 'is 

viewed more 

positively by 3 , 

teacher. 



The links between. 1.- and 2. -in the chart have been confirmed on a number 



of occasions. . The third link indicates the passage- of time and the * 
child'* inexorable induction into' the'fornial educational prbcess. -It . 
also indicates the pervasiveness of ^ Sesame. Street - in that about 74% of. the 
encouraged children and about- 5*8% of the not-encouraged children , ' 
seem 'to have viewed it just 'before .or during tfhe first year in school . . ' 
'•This compares with about 92% -and 30% respectively during the second- 
season of' Sesa me Street (note that nome>of either .group had been viewers 

- . . v * ? 

in the first year* of the show) . . ^ ^ 

Thus, although no significant differences were noted in their 
performance in their, first year in school (the chain from 1 and 2 to 4 
as diagrammed abdve).> iirterpretational problem arises. Encquraged 
Q children do not seem to perform better than not-encouraged Children and 
■ they' are not viewed more pbsitively by their teachers. However, in 
explaining this result two factors ^shpuld be noted. First, many factors 



■ ) 



influence in-s6hool performance, including the teacher, home experiences, 
and peer, group pressures. ' While 'it would have 'been intriguing if ' 
encouragement and viewing of Sesame Street before -school had^ 
significantly affected- in-school performance, it is not surprising that 
this was not.found. To have marked effects on in-school 'performance 
a large number "of causal factors have' usually tq be .worked on. 

• Howe^JLt is' also interesting to aote that the children performed 
very well on the Inventory used to assess their status in "their "first^ 
year in school. -On national norms, when compared with similar chiiaren 
who had' had «ead Start experience, they fell in the top quarter. , Since 
the majority of both encouraged and not-encouraged children, had been 
Sesame Street viewers at ^ome. stage (either -in Year II, , the ; intervening 
summer, or in Year' III of the show?,, then it ^ clear that Terences . 
"between- these two groups on the basis of differential, amounts of ? • 

viewing would be difficult to obtain. „ It is- also" reasonably clear' that 
' the show is not having deleter fous effects upon^children entering . 

c ' < ' * . • * - . « ' • 

• * 3 . 

. ichool for the first time; o . ; 

In the'complex situation, simple solutions, are rare. ' Sesame .. 
. Street, we have noted, has beneficial effects on .preschool children. . 

• o y * ' # ' 

Wither these effects are V translated into 'improve* later school 
pttformance probably is still not clear. A major reason" for this is . 
that the'' show ,has great popularity and even when the. show is telecast 
ooAJHF stations, 'the maj 9 rifcy v o£'pre^ It at some 

tlM Muring its first: three years, ; • „ 



■v 



TABLE 1 * , 
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Pqssiblo 
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Encouraged N » 47 
Preteit Pdsttaat Cain 
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Pre teat ' 

M SD 


ot-encouraged N « 5 
Poittaet 

" M : SD 


2 so 
Siin 

' C M SD ' 

^— r 


fcxly ParLi 

k of Body Parti 

i Total 


10 
8 
18 


6.4 3.4 
3.6 2.9 
10.0 5.8 


8.4 2.1 
5.5"' -2.4 
13.9 4,1 


U*-" 3.2 
"1.9 2.7 
3,8 5.2 
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. 2.8 
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> > 1 

form 
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4 
4 

8 


1.3 1.4 
: 19 1.5 
3.3 2.5 


2.2 1.3 
2.6 1.3 
4.8 2.3 


0,9 \..y 

0.6. 1.7 
1.5 2.4 


1.4 *1.5 
1.9 . 1.5 
3.3"- 2.6 


1.9 

2.6 1.3 

* 4.5 , 2^, > 


0.5 1.1 
0.7 1.7 - 

il2 2.2 


I Community Members 


4 ■ 


1.9 1.4 


3.1 , 1.0 


1.3 1.6 


2.4 1.4 


3*1 0.9 


0.7 1-5 


) by Fo&n 

| by Position 


S> 
3 


4.2 2.2 

1.3 0.9 


5.0 • 1.7 
*1.2 0.8 


0.9 2.1 
-0.0 1.1 


' k.fj 1.9' 
1.2/ O'.S 
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0.1 *■ i° 


ling Jitter*- p 
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1 

» fct Orientation 
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8 
4 

6 
9 
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4 

26 
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1.2 1.4 

1 1 ' 1*7 
L.J 1.* 
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1.8 1 * 1 
2 .2 2 3 .7 
1.1 1.6 

1.7 > 1.6 ' 

1.8 1.5 
2.1 1.3 

11.7 8.5 
1 ■> 1 in ? 


~f- 

/ n * 1 *V 
J U. j 1. 0, 

1.5 2.6 

0.9 1.5 

0.2 1.9 

0.4 2.1 

0.6 1.4 

0.8 1.8" 

6.7 7.9 

5.2 9.3 


1.3 

.1.3 2.3 
( 0,6 1.3 
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11.2 8,0 


2. 1 0 1*3 
. 2.3 e f p.0* 
.0.7 1.3 , 
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2.0 l-« 
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* 11^4 9.0 

14 5 .! b 9.^ 


0.3 i«5 
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0.1 1.4 

- 0.3 1.6 
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0,5 li5 
6.9 5 «5 

• 2.9 7.5 ' 


.ing Number ■ « 
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1 & Subtraction* 1 

> l . 


4 

6' 
7 
7 
8 
3 

ff ■>»! 


s 0.9 • 1?1 
^ 0.5 , «" 1.1 
2.7 2.3 
2.4 1.8 
4 . 1 j 2.5 
1.2 ltfl 
.1.4 .2.3 
5.9 7.5 
15.9 0 10.3 


2.0 1.3 

' 1^6 1.8 

4.5 . * 1.9 

3,5, k lj 

4 ->rt J *• 1 

1.6 * 1.0 o 
* 2.8* ■ 3.0 

14,7 9.0 
24.3 10.0 


1.1 1.7 
1.0 1.8 
1.8 * 1.9 

"1.1. 2.0 

1 & 2 8' 
' ol4 . 1.2 
1.3 20 
8.8 7.1 
8.3 9.2 


— • . ' J 

1.3 1.2 
,0.9 1.9 

3.4 * 2.0 
2.7 1.5 

4.5 2.3 
1.2 0.9 
1.4 2 ? 1 
8.0 6.4 

17*. 9 9.3 


1.5 ■ *•* 
M 1.7 
4.5 , A *° 
3.3 1-4 

5.0 - * » A 

r.3 ci.o 

0 3,0 2 . 7^ 
14.7 

23.1 9-3 


0 2 * 1.3* 
0.3- "i.7 
1.1 2.3 
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TABLE 3 

I 

Multivariate Analysis of Covari'ance of Cooperative Preschool Inventory 

•• ' • ,;C ' ■ ' ' . 

. > . .' • V • ' 

Dependent' Variables: Cooperative Preschool Inventory Total Score 

Covariates: Pretest total score and SES Index . ■ « 

> ** 



Source of Variance 
Within cells 
'Regression 
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A ■ 
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SA 

E V ' ' 
SE ^ 
AE 

SAE * •/ 



ss 


df 
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2494/653 


85 . 
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.001 
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. ' 0.936 
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0.667 
1.002 ' . 
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A ~ Age ,.. 

E . ~ Encouragement 
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